viewer's words, a "sustained narrative." It is intended to provide substantial examples accompanied by ample analyses of recently declassiªed documentary evidence bearing on key historiographic issues concerning Nixon's and Kissinger's direction of the Vietnam War. For a "sustained narrative," Wirtz should have consulted my earlier book, Nixon's Vietnam War (Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas, 1998) .
Wirtz also omitted mention of other key issues and topics I document and analyze in The Vietnam War Files; for example, the progress of the secret negotiations, the so-called Nixon Doctrine, the decent-interval exit strategy, and the false and mythical narrative Nixon and Kissinger concocted after the war to defend their failed policies.
I fail to see how historical research can advance if reviewers do not accurately describe the books they are reviewing.
-Jeffrey P. Kimball, Professor Emeritus, Miami University (Ohio)
Reply from James J. Wirtz Jeffrey Kimball's fundamental complaint about my review is that it offered an inaccurate depiction of his book. This is surprising because the way he characterizes his manuscript generally corresponds to my description of The Vietnam War Files. In my review, I wrote that the book contained "excerpts of selected documents" and "fragments of documents," whereas Kimball says the book contains "substantial excerpts" of documents. I also informed readers that the book lacked a sustained narrative. Kimball concurs and suggests I consult another of his works if I seek this type of monograph. Kimball states an important purpose behind his volume was to demonstrate that Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger were "naïve and unsuccessful" in using the "mad man" strategy to extract the United States from Vietnam, whereas I stated that his analysis provided a "less than glowing depiction of the Nixon administration's efforts to extract the United States from its disastrous military involvement in Southeast Asia." A careful reader of Kimball's letter can see that his critique actually conªrms the accuracy of my review, or at least that I did not "grossly misrepresent the nature of his work."
Nevertheless, I do understand why Kimball might be less than pleased by my review. Much like the preceding paragraph, I used the documentary evidence he provided in his book to develop an explanation and assessment of the Nixon administration's efforts to end the Vietnam War that was diametri-cally opposed to his analysis. In other words, after summarizing Kimball's gloomy view of the Nixon White House, I offered a brief commentary on why I believed that the documentary evidence justiªed a more positive view of Nixon's and Kissinger's efforts to extract the United States from the Vietnam War. By using triangular diplomacy to detach North Vietnam from its patrons in Moscow and Beijing, Nixon and Kissinger succeeded in altering the military balance in Southeast Asia, forcing Hanoi to the negotiating table. Nixon and Kissinger made the most of what in hindsight still appears to be the incredibly weak diplomatic and military hand dealt to it by previous administrations. Kimball states that my positive assessment of Nixon and Kissinger's diplomacy is wrong, not in agreement with his view of events, and is not derived from the proper "historiographic context," which seems to imply that the review is outside mainstream scholarship. In a short letter it is impossible to explore the merits of my argument or the origins of my allegedly inappropriate ideas. However, in my view the documents provided by The Vietnam War Files offer ample evidence for my interpretation of the Nixon administration's effort to end the war in Southeast Asia. "Historical research" will "advance" because of scholarly disagreement over the interpretation of facts, not by the effort to preserve proper historiography.
-James J. Wirtz, Dean of International Graduate Studies, U.S. Naval Postgraduate School
